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Introduction
In the field of modern English linguistics it is generally acknowledged that, as heads of phrasal constructions, verbs have an effect on some of the items that follow them. Consider the following examples drawn from the Corpus of Late Modern English Texts (CLMET):
(1) Bellarius also proposed to carry her out into the forest, and there celebrate her funeral with songs and solemn dirges, as was then the This article tracks the development of these three as well as other, less common, sentential complement patterns of propose from 1780 to the end of the twentieth century with the help of two corpora, the CLMET and the British National Corpus (BNC). Diachronic surveys in the complementation of this particular verb have not been previously conducted with this set of corpus data, so the aim is to contribute to the scholarly treatment of verb complementation with this focused study.
The article is based on my MA thesis (Saarimäki 2014) , which studied both the sentential and non-sentential complementation of propose extensively, drawing on theories such as theta theory (e.g. Haegeman 1991: 41ff), the extraction principle (e.g. Vosberg 2003: 308) , and control theory (e.g. Davies and Dubinsky 2004 ). In the current work the theoretical framework has been limited to control theory, as the control structure of propose provided some of the most interesting findings in the MA thesis.
The paper starts by looking at propose in the literature to form an initial idea of the sentential complements that can be expected to occur with the verb in the corpus data, as well as the control tendencies of the verb (Section 2). Section 3 introduces the data and methods, and Section 4 discusses the findings. Conclusions are presented in Section 5.
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Propose in the literature
This section looks at the sentential complementation of propose on the basis of well-known dictionaries and grammars, introduces control theory, and summarises any remarks on the control structure of propose found in the dictionaries and grammars. The findings act as a starting point for the analysis of the authentic corpus data.
Propose in dictionaries
In order to see what kinds of complementation patterns the verb propose has been presented as selecting, two dictionaries that differ in both style and purpose were consulted: the Oxford English Dictionary (OED), which focuses on listing, describing and exemplifying the senses of words, and
Poutsma's (MS) unpublished Dictionary of Constructions, which focuses on the different constructions in which words occur. Both dictionaries provide multiple senses for the verb, two of which are most likely to occur with sentential complementation and thus the most relevant for the current paper.
These two senses, as defined in the OED (s.v. propose), are given in Table   1 . Moving on to the syntax of propose, Table 2 summarises the sentential complement patterns identified in the examples provided by the dictionaries. The four other complement patterns seem to be more common and can be expected to be found in both the CLMET and the BNC, whereas the poss. + -ing clause pattern might be rarer, as indicated by its absence from the OED:
(6) You proposed our confessing our faults. (Poutsma: Hardy, Tess)
Propose in grammars
For further information on the syntax of propose, three influential grammars were considered. A summary of the sentential complement patterns given for propose in the grammars is presented in Table 3 . Tables 2 and 3 . However, there is more variation between the grammars than there is between the OED and Poutsma. Quirk et al. (1985 Quirk et al. ( : 1181 Quirk et al. ( -1183 list the NP + to-infinitive pattern that Poutsma (MS, s.v. propose) considered "unusual", whereas Huddleston and Pullum (2002: 1226) indicate that propose can also take a for + NP + to-infinitive complement. Biber et al. (1999) do not mention the to-infinitive in their list of complements of propose, whereas all three grammars state that the that-clause complement can be preceded by to + NP, a pattern which did not occur in either the OED or Poutsma.
Control theory and propose
According to Huddleston and Pullum (2002: 1194) , a distinction can be made between two types of verbs:
(7) Liz hoped to convince them. In (7), Liz is an argument of hope, whereas Liz is not an argument of seem in (8). In other words, Liz is doing the hoping in (7), but it is not possible for her to be "seeming" in (8). This distinction is caused by the fact that hope is a control predicate and seem is an NP movement predicate. As propose functions similarly to hope, the concept of control requires further discussion.
In control theory, it is argued that the predicate in the complement clause has a subject, although it is often not structurally present. The argument is supported by theta theory: according to the theta criterion,
"[e]ach argument is assigned one and only one theta role [and] [e]ach theta role is assigned to one and only one argument" (Haegeman 1991: 46) . The first half of the criterion is relevant here, as Huddleston and Pullum (2002: 1194) point out that in (7) Liz seems to be assigned two theta roles:
Experiencer by hope and Agent by convince. Since the theta criterion forbids this, convince must have an understood subject, PRO, that is coreferential with, i.e. controlled by, the subject of the matrix clause, Liz:
In (7') the problem has been solved, as the theta role Agent can be assigned to the understood subject PRO.
The controlling element is not always the subject of the matrix clause, as exemplified in (9), adapted from Huddleston and Pullum (2002: 1193) :
(9) Pat persuaded Kim [PRO to travel by bus].
In (9), PRO is controlled by, and is thus coreferential with, the object of persuade: Kim.
To start defining the control structure of propose, the literature discussed above was reviewed. According to Quirk et al. (1985 Quirk et al. ( : 1187 ,
propose is always a subject control verb, when it is followed by a simple toinfinitive 2 or an -ing clause. They make no remarks on control in relation to any other complement patterns of propose, nor do the other grammars.
Poutsma (MS, s.v. propose) , on the other hand, comments on the infinitival complement patterns of propose as follows: "...the subject of the action indicated by the infinitive may be the speaker(s), the person(s) spoken to, or the speaker and the person(s) spoken to together." The first of these refers to subject control, whereas in the second type the NP in the to + NP + to-infinitive or NP + to-infinitive patterns controls the subject of the -infinitive. 3 This means that propose is both a subject and an object control verb, although it has to be noted that in object control the controlling element is traditionally an NP directly following the matrix verb, rather than an NP in a PP. To differentiate between control in the to + NP + to-infinitive and NP + to-infinitive patterns, I will call the former PP object control. The final type, henceforth unspecified control, refers to a kind of combination of subject and object control, in which the controller of the understood subject
to
is not explicitly present, as in Poutsma's (MS, s.v. propose) example:
(10) He proposed to go into the first public-house we should find open.
On the basis of Poutsma's analysis, the subject of go in (10) is both he and the addressee(s), which suggests that the sentence could be rephrased as (10'):
(10') He proposed that we should go into the first public-house we should find open.
However, it could be argued that he could be making the proposition to the hearers (we) alone without any intention of going to the public-house himself. In this case the to + NP element could be considered to have been dropped, and (10) could be rephrased as (10''):
(10'') He proposed to us to go into the first public-house we should find open.
On the basis of example (10), it seems to be possible to omit the controlling item, the PP preceding the to-infinitive, from the sentence. This is an interesting quality of propose, as Rudanko (1989: 138) , discussing similar constructions and their underlying structures, notes that with verbs that occur in the PP object control pattern "the PP is in general much less freely omissible" than with subject control constructions. The statement is closely related to Bach's generalisation (based on the works of Bach 1979; 1980) , which has been formulated by Rizzi (1986: 503) as follows: "In object control structures the object NP must be structurally represented." If the generalisation is thought to include prepositional objects, propose violates it.
To summarise, the control structure of propose is diverse. It will be interesting to see whether examples of all four types of control can be found in the authentic data, and whether changes have occurred in their use over time.
Data and methods
The historical data for the study were collected from the Corpus of Late Modern English Texts (CLMET). The second (1780-1850; 3.7 million words) and third (1850-1920; 4 million words) periods of the CLMET were searched for all forms of propose, i.e. propose, proposes, proposed and proposing, the corpus being untagged at the time. The smaller, original version of the CLMET was chosen over the more recently updated extended version and version 3.0 of the corpus, as it was large enough to provide an appropriate number of tokens for the study.
The more recent data, containing material from the 1960s to 1990s, was drawn from the British National Corpus (BNC) with a lemma search.
The search was limited to the imaginative prose domain (16.5 million words) of the BNC to keep the number of hits reasonable and to ensure that the data would be stylistically similar to the CLMET data. It should be noted, however, that the CLMET is more varied in its text types than the imaginative prose domain of the BNC, which could have an effect on the findings.
After the data was collected, the tokens were examined manually to identify the complement of propose in each instance. In cases where distinguishing between a complement and an adjunct was problematic, I
relied on Somers's (1984: 516-517 ) do so test, according to which the "do so phrase can be the proform of anything up to the entire predication […],
[but] the minimum element that can be substituted is the predicate plus any complements" (1984: 517). Thus, (12) below is rendered ungrammatical by the complement of propose, "a toast", not being included in the proform do so.
(11) Jake proposed a toast at the birthday party and Mary did so at the graduation.
(12) *Jake proposed a toast at the birthday party and Mary did so a toast at the graduation.
In addition to identifying the complements, irrelevant tokens were discarded. There were a total of 12 irrelevant tokens in the second period of the CLMET (CLMET2), 14 in the third (CLMET3) and one in the BNC. All of these were examples of the adjectival use of proposed. After the manual pruning, the number of tokens to be analysed is 298 for the CLMET2, 377
for the CLMET3, and 368 for the BNC. Because of the differences in the total word counts of the subcorpora, raw counts are normalised to frequencies per 1,000,000 words in the discussion below.
Findings and discussion
This section discusses developments in the sentential complementation and control structure of propose from 1780 to the end of the twentieth century.
Sentential complementation of propose
Overview
The total number of tokens in the subcorpora is 1,043, divided rather equally between the three periods: 298 in the CLMET2, 377 in the CLMET3 and 368 in the BNC. However, if these numbers are compared to the total word counts of the subcorpora, 3.7, 4 and 16.5 million words respectively, it is quite apparent that the overall use of propose has decreased notably in the twentieth century. Figure 1 illustrates the change. Because of the decrease in the overall use of propose, it is likely that most complement patterns will have gone through a similar change. For this reason, relying on normalised frequencies (NFs) alone would not provide a comprehensive picture of the developments that have taken place in the complement structure of propose. In addition to the NFs, the proportion of each complement of the total number of tokens will be taken into account.
To-infinitive patterns
Throughout the data, the to-infinitive is the most common sentential complement of propose, and after the CLMET2 period, it is the most common complement of propose overall:
(13) When Aunt Sarah arrived, proposing to take them both to live with her in Coniston, he had utterly refused to go. (BNC: F99 36)
The pattern has a total of 75 tokens in the CLMET2, 163 in the CLMET3
and 128 in the BNC. Figure 2 shows the NF of the to-infinitive as well as its proportion in each subcorpus. Considering that none of the grammars listed the pattern as a possible complement of propose, the development is not surprising.
The NP + to-infinitive complement is rare in all subcorpora, with just two tokens in the CLMET2, five in the CLMET3 and one in the BNC.
Judging by the few available instances of the pattern, it tends to occur in a passivized sentence and has a formal feel about it:
(16) Apart from the independent agencies employed to prosecute this class on enquiries, which it is proposed to very largely increase, the Army possesses in itself peculiar advantages for this kind of investigation
(CLMET3: 1890 Booth, In Darkest England and the Way out)
On the basis of the corpus data, the inclusion of the pattern in Quirk et al. (1985 Quirk et al. ( : 1181 Quirk et al. ( -1183 as a complement of propose feels trivial considering that other rare patterns are not mentioned.
-ing clause patterns
The -ing clause occurs as a complement of propose a total of 23 times in the CLMET2, 12 in the CLMET3 and 11 in the BNC. The pattern was mentioned in both Poutsma (MS, s.v. propose) and Biber et al. (1999: 742) , but on the basis of the current data it seems to have disappeared from use or become extremely rare.
That-clause patterns
The second most common sentential complement of propose in all three subcorpora is the that-clause. It can follow propose on its own or the recipient of the proposal can be inserted between the two items in the form of to + NP: As the decrease in the proportions of both the that-clause and the -ing clause takes place at the same time as the increase in the proportion of the toinfinitive does, it is likely that the latter has gained ground at the expense of both of them. In general, the Great Complement Shift contrasts the toinfinitive with the -ing clause, but as Rohdenburg (2006: 143) points out, the that-clause was also affected.
Other patterns
Two other sentential complement patterns were also identified in the data, The latter was not found in the earliest data, and it had only one hit in both the CLMET3 and the BNC: Both of these patterns are rare with propose, and were not mentioned in the literature reviewed in Section 2.
Control
As was established in Section 2.3, propose has an interesting and somewhat complicated control structure. Subject control is the dominant control type in all three subcorpora with both to-infinitive and -ing clause complements: (27) Who did this fellow propose to to put me to death?
(28) The person who this fellow was proposing to to put me to death was the Sheik.
In fact, Rudanko (1989: 140-142) refers to Visser's (1973 list of verbs occurring in this particular pattern, and propose is one of the verbs included. However, according to Rudanko (1989: 142) , the use of propose in the to + NP + to-infinitive pattern is " [v] ery marginal", which seems to be a correct assessment, considering that propose did not occur with this complement in the most recent data.
The final type of control listed by Poutsma (MS, s.v. propose) is unspecified control, in which the controlling element is not present in the sentence. In the CLMET2, there are at least 6 four instances of this control type with to-infinitives and two with -ing clauses:
5 Examples (26)- (28) are modified versions of the following token from the CLMET2: "My donkey-boys afterwards said they had overhead [sic] this fellow propose to the Sheik to put me to death…" (CLMET2: 1844 Kinglake, Eothen). 6 I say at least because in some cases even a larger context does not reveal whether subject or unspecified control was intended. He does not use propose as an example, but it does fall into the same category. As with -ing clauses, "the interpretation depend[s] on the lexical content of the matrix" (ibid: 242).
As regards the development of unspecified control over time, its use increases notably in the CLMET3: a total of 36 cases were identified as likely cases of unspecified control with the to-infinitive and two with theing clause (as opposed to four and two in the CLMET2). However, of these, (31) I have already described how I propose to deal, in the first case, with the mass of surplus labour which will infallibly accumulate on our hands as soon as the Shelters are more extensively established and in good working order. But I fully recognise that when all has been done that can be done in the direction of disposing of the unhired men and women of the town, there will still remain many whom you can neither employ in the Household Salvage Brigade, nor for whom employers, be they registered never so carefully, can be found. If we return briefly to Duffley's (2000: 237) comment on the semantics of the matrix verb determining the understood subject, we can expect to find differences between the senses of propose presented in Section 2.1 in terms of control. In fact, in her research on "clauses [that] involve an unspecified or non-controlled interpretation of the missing subject", Fanego (2007: 178-186) Although, on the basis of the current study, Fanego's conclusion does not hold true for propose anymore, unspecified control does indeed occur almost exclusively with sense 2 in the three subcorpora:
(34) So I propose confining our attention to the elementary rules.
(CLMET3: 1909 Jerome, They and I)
Although control is closely related to the senses of propose, the increase of unspecified control in the current study cannot be pinpointed to 7 These are the senses as given in the OED Online. Fanego's (2007) definitions are worded slightly differently, as she has used a different version of the OED.
the senses, as sense 2 has not increased in proportion to sense 1 between 1780 and the 1990s, as can be seen from Table 5 . The increase of sense 2 in the CLMET3 is again explained by Booth's text. 
Conclusions
The data suggest that major changes have taken place in the sentential complementation of propose between 1780 and 1920, after which the situation stabilised despite the verb becoming much less frequent overall.
The to-infinitive has been the most common sentential complement of propose for the whole time period studied, and it strengthened its position further during this time. As the -ing clause complement has decreased in use, propose is an example of a predicate that goes against the general tendencies of the Great Complement Shift.
In addition to the -ing clause, all other sentential complement patterns have also decreased in use, not just in terms of NFs, but also in proportion to non-sentential complement patterns (see Figure 5 ). Exceptions to this are the wh-clause, which only occurred once in both the CLMET3 and the BNC, and the quote, which did not occur in the CLMET3 at all, but reappeared in the BNC. 
